ADA054261 


t.U;  ■ 

' I * i 


V 


xwr’TBit.A.ci'rzoMr  atsiSBARaK 


/■ 

Technical  Report  77  - 3 


i:ttmvtvwwi.  zwo. 


THE  OPERATIONAL  FEASIBILITY  OF  THE 
LEADERSHIP  EVALUATION  AND 
ANALYSIS  PROGRAM  (LEAP) 

Final  Report 


Thomas  D.  Affourtit . 


D D C 


Prepared  for: 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Navy 
Headquarters,  U.S.  Marine  Corps  (Code:  MPH) 
Washington,  D.C.  90380 


Approved  for  pabllo  leisnsst 
nstdfaviOan  UaUndlsd  . 

— — r ‘ " 


KooKozzaMfr  zmzva,  rAZiirA»,  vzkoshza 


aaoao 


lINrT.A.^.ClTFTF.n 


SVCUniTV  CLASSII'ICATION  0^  THIS  ^AOK  rltTian  Om» 


4^.  IliipOWT  NUMtCH 

W'l ' -TR 


REPORT  DOCUMENTATION  PAGE 


READ  INSTRUCTIONS 
BEFORE  COMPLETING  FORM 


2.  OOVT  ACCCSSION  NO 


1.  HICI^ieNT'S  CATALOG  NUMSIK 


title  r«nE  SuMtIm) 


JHE  OPERATIONAL  fEASIBILITY  OF  THE  IMDERSHIP 
EVALOATION  AND  ANALYSIS  PROGRAM  (LEAP) ^ 


TWE-Olt-WIMOWT  * tXm-QP  COVKWEO 

’ Final  ’ 

1 Oct  15  Feb  77< 


FiNFONMTinniNu:  RiFuni  Nuiii^ 
TR  77-3 


4.  dONTRACf  OR  grant  NUMB^Nrt) 

" |M0Q027-76-C-7^9f1^ 


1/  fl 


7.  AUTHORfi; 


Thomas  D . /Affourtit  j 


■■  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION  NAME  ANO  AOONjlll 

Interaction  Research  Insti«t*«« 
4428  Rockcrest  Drive 
Fairfax,  Virginia  22030 


to.  PROGRAM  element,  PROJECT,  TASK 
AREA  A WORK  UNIT  NUMBER* 

200.00 


1 1.  CONTROLLING  OFFICE  NAME  ANO  AODRSll 

Nta'dquartari,  U.S.  Marin*  Corps  (COOEi  MPH) 
Waihltiglon,  D.  C.  20380 


Marbi  il>77  / 


la  NUMBER  oj..PEa¥E  " — < 

^cuRtTY'a.Atf(CTtnr(<iAr^ 


14.  monitoring  AOkllCY  N AME  a AOemdttfli'Sihniit  tnm  Canlrmtllng  QIHa») 


la.  IBCURITY  CLAia 

UNCLASSIFIED 


laaw  OBC:^^WFICATlON/6oWNai4AOlNa 


I*.  Oiai^RIBU  noN  statement  rw  mi*  ,R4P«N> 

Approved  for  public  release;  distribution  unlimited. 


17.  -DISTNIEUTION  STATEMENT  tHm  **■(,•««  Im  Mtmmli  70,  U MUmm,*  hmm  R«p««V 


la  aUPPLEMENTARV  NOTES 


7*r  kEy  WCRdEfCPAtRiin  «p  «<*•  If  w****— y mO  lOtmlity  Of  SlPsA 

Leadership  measurenent/evaluation 
Organizational /management  development 
Leadership  self-development 


■*«> 


Decision-making  effectiveness 
Decision  feedback 
Combat  readiness 
Program  evaluation 


20:  AMTRACT  (Cmthm*  w*  II  nMMMrr  an*  lOmtHlf  Or  Olomk  mmOorf 

"^The  Leadership  Evaluation  and  Analysis  Program  (LEAP) , a self- 
applied  leadership/ organizational  development  prograjn,  was  evaluated  for 
operational  feasibility.  Thirteen  Marine  Corps  company  level  commands 
implemented  the  progrzun  to  determine  if . command  administered  data  were 
valid  and  interpretable  by  commanding  officers,  and  if  results  warranted 
further  application  on  a voluntary  basis. 




-d 


DD  1473 


BOiTION  OP  t NOV  as  IS  OBMLBTE 
S/K  0102>Ot4'aMl  I 


UNCLASSIFIED 


. /^/ 

//■  ir 


LUUMITY  classification  Or  THIS  PAC.E'''Thn  tlafil  Knlr<’»i() 


20.  ■'■^The  concensus  of  participant  commanders  was  favorable,  indicating  that 
the  LEAP  is  a viable  and  effective  leadership  aid.  Several  corollary  bene- 
fits derived  from  LEAP  data  were  discussed,  and  future  program  developments 
were  outlined, 


IRI  TR  77-3 


March  1977 


THE  OPERATIONAL  FEASIBILITY  OF  THE 
LEADERSHIP  EVALUATION  AND 
ANALYSIS  PROGRAM  (LEAP) 

Final  Report 


Thomas  D.  Affourtit 


Prepared  for; 

Department  of  the  Navy 
Headquarters  U.S,  Marine  Corps  (Code:  MPH) 
Washington,  D.C.  20380 


[ ueettiM  (V 

imi 

ON 

outniM 

JMTIMUI 

MKiiNtiM  ja 

•Kt  MtW  □ 

M □ 

IN. 

or,,,... 

iimKirtM/iriiuiii 

LiTT  MOa 

F&toiiir 

1^  ItAli,  m'f/ 

Interaction  Research  Institute 
4428  Rockcrest  Drive 
Fairfax,  Virginia  22030 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


The  Leadership  Evaluation  and  Analysis  Program  (LEAP)  was 
designed  to  provide  company  level  commanders  with  the  techniques 
and  procedure  by  which  they  may  assess  leadership  concerns,  deter- 
mine the  level  of  unit  combat  readiness,  and  evaluate  the  effective- 
ness of  the  declslon-maklng  process.  Decision-making  feedback  is 
used  to  develop  leadership  capability  since  the  leader  leaiTis  to 
control  and  influence  various  groups  under  a variety  of  conditions 
and  mission  requirements. 

As  an  organizational/management  development  type  program, 
the  LEAP  is  unique  In  that  it  utilizes  a decentralized,  self- 
development  strategy.  Since  the  entire  program  can  be  applied  by 
the  unit  commander,  there  is  no  need  for  professional  assistance 
to  conduct  the  program  or  to  interpret  the  results. 

Although  the  validity  of  program  materials  has  been  estab- 
lished, it  was  also  necessary  to  determine  the  operational  feasi- 
bility of  the  LEAP  through  pilot  application  by  Marine  Corps  units 
under  actual  field  conditions. 

A pilot. evaluation  study  was  conducted  at  2nd  Marine 
Division,  FMF,  to  determine  the  operational  feasibility  of  the  LEAP 
in  terms  of  the  following  criteria: 

Applicability.  Can  commanders  administer 
the  program  properly  to  ensure  valid 
response? 

Comprehensibility.  Can  results  be 
interpreteij  sufficiently  by  leaders  to 
effect  appropriate  corrective  action? 

Acceptability.  Will  results  be  benofi- 
cial  enough  to  motivate  unit  commanders 
to  continue  use  on  a voluntary  basis? 

Thirteen  company  level  commands  representing  a variety  of 
mission  orientations  participated  in  the  field  study.  Each  command 
administered  the  motivational  leadership  survey  (Interaction  Inven- 
tory) component  of  the  LEAP  and  received  a command  profile  report, 
the  report  featured  total  command  scores  and  criterion  group 
analyses  for  rank  and  ethnic  differentials.  Additional  analysis 
was  provided  on  request. 
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Following  information  feedback,  commanders  were  requested 
to  submit  an  evaluation  statement  regarding  the  value  of  the  LEAP 
for  their  purpose  and  to  make  recommendations  deemed  appropriate. 

The  consensus  of  judgment  by  participant  commanders  was 
favorable,  Indicating  the  LEAP  is  a viable  and  effective  leadership 
aid.  Verbatum  statements  by  commanders  are  given  in  Appendix  A. 

Comments  generally  reflected  the  particular  interests  of 
the  commander,  and  some  recommendations  were  made.  Several  con* 
cerns  also  surfaced  regarding  the  necessity  of  proper  controls  to 
avoid  threat  to  unit  anonymity,  and  to  eliminate  the  possibility  of 
an  additional  administrative  burden  Imposed  through  mandatory  appli* 
cation  of  the  program.  The  importance  of  voluntary  and  anonymous 
application  of  the  LEAP  is  stressed,  and  the  issue  concerning  misuse 
of  program  material  is  addressed  in  detail  in  Appendix  B. 

Several  corollary  benefits  derived  from  LEAP  data  are  dis- 
cussed, and  future  program  develoimients  are  outlined. 
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THE  OPERATIONAL  FEASIBILITY  OF  THE 
LEADERSHIP  EVALUATION  AND 
ANALYSIS  PROORAM  (LEAP) 


Background 


In  March  1975  a project  was  launched  by  Headquarters, 

U.S.  Marine  Corps  to  develop  an  evaluation  technique  for  measuring 
the  impact  of  the  Leadership  (Human  Relations)  Program.  To  satisfy 
this  requirement,  the  Leadership  Evaluation  and  Analysis  Program 
(LEAP)  was  conceptualized  and  approved  by  the  Director,  Manpower 
Plans  and  Policy  Division. 

An  initial  six  months  of  support  for  the  project  provided 
for  the  foundation  of  the  program  and  for  the  development  of  a pre- 
liminary evaluation  instrument.  The  instrument  was  pretested  and 
validated  on  a Marine  Corps  sample  at  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina 
in  July  1975. 

Wliile  awaiting  further  R§D  support  to  continue  the  project 
(September  1975  to  October  1976),  the  LEAP  evolved  to  an  entire 
organisational  development  system,  extending  the  evaluation  objective 
to  include  all  aspects  of  Marine  Corps  leadership.  During  this  period 
a user's  manual  was  'also  completed  (Affourtit,  1976). 

Like  other  organizational/management  development  (OD)  type 
programs  presently  being  used  in  the  Navy,  Army,  and  Air  Force 
(Forbes,  1976;  Shaum,  1976;  Hackman  3 Oldham,  1974),  the  LEAP  repre- 
sents a process  by  which  unit  leadership  and  combat  readiness  are 
evaluated,  command  deficiencies  are  identified,  and  the  effectiveness 
of  the  decision-making  process  may  be  determined. 

The  LEAP,  however,  is  distinguished  from  other  OD  processes 
in  that  it  offers  a decentralized,  self-development  strategy.  The 
program  was  designed  for  Marine  Corps  use  strictly  at  the  company, 
battery,  and  squadron  level.  Command  confidentiality  is  maintained 
since  the  program  is  self-applied  and  there  is  no  need  for  professional 
assistance  to  administer  the  techniques  or  to  interpret  the  results. 
Moreover,  program  application  is  voluntary  on  the  leader's  part, 
thereby  elimin.'iting  report  requirements  and  other  administrative 
burdens . 


The  rationale  behind  the  LEAP  methodology  is  that  leader- 
ship is  a multidimensional  phenomenon  comprised  of  a series  of  uni- 
dimensional components  (functions)  which  are  determined  by  the 
population  on  which  the  program  Is  to  be  applied.  While  other  OD 
approaches  utilize  standard  instruments  developed  for  general 


industrial  use,  the  LEAP  was  designed  for  a specific  military 
population  with  a unique  mission  orientation. 

The  LEAP  method  involves  assessment  of  leadership  based  on 
operationally  defined  performance  criteria  and  assessment  of  command 
motivation.  To  accomplish  this,  the  program  includes  two  primary 
techniques:  the  Leadership  Analysis  Form  (LAP)  which  generates  a 
measure  of  general  and  command  specific  performance  requirements, 
and  the  Interaction  Inventory  which  yields  an  assessment  of  command 
motivation.  Command  motivation  is  measured  through  perceptions  by 
unit  personnel  of  leadership  concerns  and  issues  which  are  associ- 
ated with  Marine  Corps  priorities  and  which  have  a direct  bearing  on 
leadership  performance,  the  consequences  of  leadership. 

The  LEAP  procedure  entails  a systematic  inductive  and  deduc- 
tive analytic  model.  That  is,  the  two  techniques  are  used  in  con- 
junction in  an  effort  to  measure  cause  and  effect.  Application  of 
the  program  on  a periodic  basis  enables  the  leader  to  determine  the 
level  of  unit  combat  readiness  and  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of 
the  decision-making  process.  Decision-making  feedback  is  used  to 
develop  leadership  capability  since  the  leader  learns  to  control  and 
influence  various  groups  under  a variety  of  conditions  and  mission 
requirements.  Formal  leadership  training  programs  are  treated  as 
decisions  to  improve  leadership  conditions,  and  are  evaluated  in  the 
same  manner  as  other  leadership  decisions. 

The  motivational  assessment  scales  of  LEAP  Interaction 
Inventory  were  validated  using  absenteeism  and  other  performance 
measures  as  criteria  (op  cit),  and  the  entire  program  was  pretested 
on  a Marine  Corps  Reserve  company  with  favorable  results.  However, 
if  the  LEAP  was  to  be  adopted  by  the  Marine  Corps,  it  would  have  to 
meet  large  scale  operational  standards. 

In  October  1976,  a 4.5  month  contract  was  given  to  Interaction 
Research  Institute  to  establish  the  operational  feasibility  of  the 
LEAP  based  on  a pilot  application  of  the  program  with  Marine  Corps 
units  under  actual  field  conditions. 


Purpose 


The  purpose  of  this  pilot  study  was  to  determine  the  opera- 
tional feasibility  of  the  LEAP  in  terras  of  applicability,  comprehen- 
sibility, and  acceptability  by  field  commanders.  In  other  words,  if 
'the  LEAP  was  adequately  designed  as  a viable,  decentralized  organi- 
zational development  method,  then  Marine  unit  commanders  with  no 
formal  background  in  organizational  development  or  behavioral  science 
fields  should: 
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Have  no  difficulty  administering  the 
program  cr  applying  the  techniques 
properly  to  insure  valid  response, 

# Be  able  to  understand  and  interpret 
the  results  produced  by  the  program 
sufficiently  enough  to  take  appropriate 
corrective  action, 

# Be  motivated  to  continue  use  of  the 
program  on  a voluntary  basis,  provided 
systems  support. 


Method 


In  an  effort  to  satisfy  the  objectives  of  the  pilot  study, 
a strategy  was  designed  to  conduct  a field  tost  of  the  LEAP  using 
a representative  sample  of  company  level  commands  engaged  in  a 
variety  of  mission-oriented  activities. 


Command  Sample 

The  Commanding  General,  2nd  Marino  Division  recommended  the 
Division  as  an  appropriate  target  population  for  field  testing  the 
LEAP.  It  was  anticipated  that  ten  (10)  company  level  commands, 
representing  a cross-section  of  functional  areas  would  participate 
in  the  pilot  evaluation  study.  Ton  commands  and  five  alternates 
were  initially  selected.  Thirteen  (13)  commands  (approximately  1S% 
of  Division  reporting  units)  actually  participated  in  the  field 
study.  The  sample  included  the  following  types  of  commands: 

Communications  Company  (1) 

Engineer  Support  Company  (1) 

Truck  Company  (1) 

Tank  Company  (1) 

Antitank  Company  (1) 

Artillery  Battery  (1) 

Headquarters  Battery  (1) 

Recon  Company  (1) 

HOS  Recon  Company  (l) 

HliS  Infantry  Company  (1) 

Infantry  Company  (3) 

Selection  was  made  on  the  basis  of  nature  of  mission,  availa- 
bility to  participate  in  the  entire  study,  and  readiness  status. 
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Procedure 


The  plan  for  field  testing  the  LEAP  was  conducted  according 
to  the  following  three  phases  of  operation: 

Phase  I.  Selection  and  Briefing  of  Participant  Commands. 
Command ing” officers  selected  for  participation  were  orrefed  Regard - 
ing  the  LEAP,  the  purpose  and  strategy  of  the  pilot  evaluation 
study,  and  the  extent  of  their  individual  participation.  Commanders 
were  informed  that  the  data  collected  would  be  for  their  use  only, 
in  accordance  with  the  rationale  and  intended  application  of  the 
program.  The  LEAP  Manual  ms  provided  each  command,  and  programmed 
sections  were  recommended  for  review  in  preparation  for  conducting  the 
leadership  survey. 

Phase  II.  Execution.  The  motivational  survey  component  of 
the  LEAP  (interaction  Inventory)  wa.s  administered  by  participant 
commands  to  personnel  according  to  a prearranged  schedule.  Since 
the  procedure  required  each  command  to  conduct  their  own  survey, 
commanding  officers  were  advised  to  appoint  an  appropriate  unit 
member  to  function  as  Inventory  Administrator. 

Phase  III.  Information  Feedback.  The  results  of  each  com- 
mand survey  were  returned  to  respective  commanding  officers  upon 
completion  of  data  analyses.  The  forms  for  recording  and  summariz- 
ing motivational  r’esults  were  prepared  in  the  manner  outlined  in 
the  LEAP  Manual.  An  information  debriefing  was  scheduled,  and  addi- 
tional command  analysis  was  provided  upon  request . 


Evaluation  Criteria 


Following  information  feedback,  participant  commanders  were 
requested  to  submit  an  evaluation  statement  regarding  the  value  of 
the  LEAP  for  their  purpose  and  to  make  any  recommendations  deemed 
appropriate. 


Results 


Individual  command  response  to  the  pilot  study  was  excellent. 
Commanding  officers  accepted  the  responsibility  assigned  and  took  a 
serious  interest  in  the  project.  There  is  no  greater  skeptic  than 
an  already  overburdened  commander  when  it  comes  to  another  personnel 
'type  program.  On  the  other  hand,  the  same  situation  generates  inter- 
est in  any  approach  which  is  designed  to  a.ssist  commanders  in  deal- 
ing with  personnel  problems  and  the  consequences  of  maintaining  a 
constant  readiness  status. 
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Survey  Administration 


All  commands  were  prepared  to  administer  the  survey,  and  in 
every  case  the  respective  CO  and/or  XO  was  present  during  the  survey 
session.  While  styles  of  administration  varied  considerably,  the 
purpose  of  the  survey,  the  nature  of  the  instrument,  and  the  direc- 
tions for  response  were  understood  by  unit  personnel.  Only  0.8%  of 
the  survey  Answer  Forms  were  not  accepted  for  tabulation  due  to 
erroneous  or  careless  response.  The  low  error  rate  also  attests  to 
the  seriousness  with  which  unit  personnel  responded  to  the  survey. 

Over  1100  Marines  participated  in  the  entire  survey,  repre- 
senting from  24  to  70  percent  of  their  respective  commands.  In 
addition,  some  officers  and  key  staff  NCO’s  decided  to  use  the  sur- 
vey questionnaire  to  estimate  subordinate  response  to  the  issues 
covered.  This  approach  gave  senior  members  an  opportunity  to  gauge 
the  degree  to  which  their  assumed  knowledge  of  aibordinates  is  sup- 
ported by  fact.  Senior  members  were  able  to  compare  their  judgments 
against  unit  profile  results.  These  Answer  Forms  were  retained  for 
personal  edification  and  were  not  included  in  the  overall  analysis. 

The  time  required  for  survey  administration  for  each  command 
ranged  from  30  to  4S  minutes. 
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Data  Analyses  and  Feedback 

The  data  collected  from  each  command  were  analyzed  separ- 
ately for  total  command  and  criterion  group  response.  The  standard 
information  feedback  provided  to  each  commanding  officer  included  the 
following  sequential  analyses: 

a.  Total  command  motivational  profile.  Inventory 
scale  scores  were  given  for  the  Conunand  Preparedness  and  the  Command 
Equality  factors.  These  scale  scores  were  also  computed  to  derive 
the  command  motivational  Leadership  Quotient  (LQ^j . Individual  and 
combined  command  results  were  compared  to  scores  of  the  total 
sample  for  reference.  However,  it  was  explained  that  the  sample 
norm  did  not  represent  a realistic  standard, since  participant  com- 
mands were  selected  on  the  basis  of  dissimilarity  rather  than 
similarity. 


b .  Total  command  Item  response  summary  for  Command 
Preparedness  and  Command  Equality  items.  Total  group  responses  and 
scores  were  given  for  each  individual  item  in  the  Command  Prepared- 
ness and  Command  Equality  scales.  Command  strengths  and  weaknesses 
as  indicated  by  the  relative  differences  between  scale  scores  were 
analyzed. 


c .  Command  motivational  profile,  rank  breakdown. 
Differences  in  overall  scale  scores  between  two  rank  groups 
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(SNCO/officers  vs.  NCO/ enlisted)  were  provided.  Relative  divergence 
between  rank  groups  were  highlighted  as  an  indication  of  overall 
command  proficiency. 


d.  Item  response  summary  for  Command  Preparedness 
items,  rank  breakdown.  Following  rank  profile  analysis,  individual 
issues  were  studied  from  the  standpoint  of  rank  differential. 

Emphasis  was  placed  on  the  level  of  disparity  or  disagreement  which 
existed  between  rank  groups. 

e.  Command  motivational  profile,  ethnic  breakdown. 
Scale  score  differences  were  analyzed  according  to  overall  response 
by  ethnic  minority  and  majority  group  personnel,  Scale  score  di- 
vergence between  ethnic  groups  signifying  disagreement  as  well  as 
scale  score  level  were  analysed. 

f . Item  response  summary  for  Command  Equality  items, 
ethnic  breakdown.  Differential  perception  of  specific  discrimination, 
justice,  and  intergroup  tension  issues  were  analyzed  according  to 
ethnic  group  response.  Ethnic  disparity  was  presented  as  an  indica- 
tion of  potential  confrontation. 

g.  General  attitude  responses,  total  command  and 
ethnic  breakdown.  Responses  to  general  attitude  statements  in- 
cluded in  the  Inventory  (community  relations,  ethnic  alliance,  pride, 
and  affiliation)  were  analyzed  for  appropriate  groups  to  provide 
further  interpretive  meaning  to  perceptions  of  command  conditions. 

h.  Additional  analysis.  Several  commands  requested 
additional  analysis  of  the  data  for' more  definitive  interpretation. 
These  included  such  criteria  as:  time  in  unit,  MOS  breakdown,  and 
career  orientation. 

IVhile  the  primary  mission  of  the  LEAP  is  to  provide  small 
unit  leaders  with  an  intelligence  gathering  process,  the  data  pro- 
duced by  the  pilot  study  was  fruitful  from  an  overall  organizational 
development  standpoint.  The  collective  results  provide  a rich 
source  of  information  for  command  policy  decisions  at  higher  levels 
and  for  determining  combat  readiness/effectiveness  on  a large  scale. 
The  overall  results  were  analyzed  and  published  under  separate 
cover  as  an  adjunct  to  this  report  (Affourtit,  1977).  In  accordance 
with  the  design  of  the  LEAP  for  individual  command  confidentiality, 
no  unit  is  identified  in  the  total  analysis. 

In  addition  to  the  standard  LEAP  feedback,  commanding  officers 
were  returned  all  survey  Answer  Forms.  The  forms  were  designed  to 
allow  Marines  to  qualify  their  response  or  expand  on  any  issue 
covered  by  the  survey.  Further,  Marines  were  urged  to  comment  on 
any  other  condition  or  issue  considered  relevant  to  the  command. 

When  such  comments  were  encouraged  by  Inventory  Administrators, 
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replies  were  extensive  and  meaningful  to  the  command.  The  adjunct 
report  (op  cit)  Includes  a selected  sample  of  such  comments  cover  ■ 
ing  a variety  of  topics. 


Special  Considerations 

Due  to  the  time  limitation  imposed  by  the  contract,  it  was 
not  possible  to  conduct  a complete  application  of  the  LEAP  as 
originally  intended.  The  primary  function  of  the  program  involves 
leadership  development  through  decision-making  feedback.  That  is, 
command  conditions  and  critical  issues  are  identified  by  initial 
application  of  program  techniques.  These  conditions  represent  the 
basis  for  corrective  procedures,  and  a reassessment  conducted  at  an 
appropriate  time  determines  the  effectiveness  of  corrective  action. 
However,  it  was  felt  that  a one-time  motivational  survey  was  suffi- 
cient for  commanders  to  judge  the  overall  value  of  the  program. 

The  logistics  involved  in  scheduling  entire  units  at  one  time 
and  place  for  command  survey  represented  a major  problem  during  the 
execution  phase  of  the  study.  Total  command  survey  participation  was 
restricted  by  building  assignment  and  by  allotted  time  periods  of 
survey  administration  for  each  command. 

The  time  spent  with  commanders  for  information  feedback  was 
also  restricted  by  scheduling.  In  some  cases  the  commanding  officer 
was  not  available  for  the  debriefing  due  to  training  commitments  or 
changes  of  command.  Therefore,  information  had  to  be  transmitted 
through  an  intermediary  or  by  mail.  This  condition  interfered  with 
a meaningful  dialogue  and  exchange  of  information  concerning  obtained 
results . 


Evaluation  Statements 


Commanding  officers  were  requested  to  evaluate  the  LEAP 
according  to  their  own  interests  and  to  indicate  if  the  results 
justified  further  application.  No  other  guidance  was  given  regard- 
ing the  nature  and  content  of  evaluation  statements.  Verbatum 
statements  by  participant  commanders  are  given  in  Appendix  A. 

The  consensus  of  judgment  by  commanders  was  favorable, 
indicating  that  the  LEAP  is  viable  and  effective  as  a leadership 
aid.  In  general,  the  officers  felt  that  the  survey  information  was 
beneficial  in  identifying  leadership  problems  before  serious  mani- 
•festation,  and  in  some  cases,  the  results  corroborated  the  commanders' 
own  judgments  of  command  condition.  In  addition,  many  of  the  officers 
stated  that  unit  personnel  response  to  the  survey  was  very  positive. 

Comments  generally  reflected  the  particular  interests  of 
the  commander.  Some  officers  recommended  more  emphasis  on  certain 
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leadership  aspects  or  expansion  of  the  survey  instrument  to  include 
additional  areas  of  leadership.  Others  suggested  a deemphasis  of 
those  issues  which  did  not  seem  critical  to  their  unit.  Many  recom- 
mendations concerned  the  necessity  for  a resurvey  of  the  unit  to 
determine  the  outcome  of  decisions  which  are  made  to  overcome 
leadership  concerns. 

Some  apprehension  regarding  LEAP  application  also  surfaced, 
the  most  prominent  of  which  focused  on  the  fear  that  the  LEAP  may 
become  formalized  and  made  mandatory,  thereby  presenting  an  addi- 
tional administrative  burden  similar  to  other  required. personnel  pro- 
grams. Another  primary  concern  mentioned  involved  the  use  of  LEAP 
results  by  senior  commanders  to  judge  subordinate  leadership  capa- 
bility. The  topic  of  use  and  misuse  of  the  LEAP  requires  a detailed 
explanation  and  the  issue  is  covered  fully  in  Appendix  B. 

Since  the  concern  over  the  misuse  of  the  LEAP  represents  an 
imagined  rather  than  a real  problem,  overall  results  of  the  pilot 
evaluation  study  were  considered  positive.  The  LEAP  was  deemed 
operationally  feasible  and  the  program  was  recommended  for  further 
field  application. 


Discussion 


As  an  organ! zational/management  development  type  program, 
the  LEAP  deals  with  realistic  Marine  Corps  concerns,  practical  unit 
problems,  and  concrete  solutions.  The  program  provides  the  commander 
with  a quick  reaction  capability  for  identifying  and  solving  person- 
nel performance  and  motivational  leadership  concerns.  As  a result, 
the  leader  develops  group,  task,  and  situational  flexibility. 

The  future  of  the  entire  program  rested  on  the  success  of 
a 4.5  month  pilot  evaluation  study  to  determine  operational  feasi- 
bility. The  results  revealed  that  company  level  commanders  can 
effectively  administer  the  LEAP  and  can  utilize  the  results  to 
identify  critical  leadership  issues,  thereby  gaining  more  control 
and  influence  over  their  commands.  Most  important,  commanders 
generally  indicated  willingness  to  continue  using  the  program  on  a 
voluntary  basis  in  an  effort  to  promote  better  unit  leadership. 

Adoption  of  the  LEAP  by  the  Marine  Corps  provides  many 
corollary  benefits  which  extend  beyond  the  primary  function  of 
information  gathering  and  decision-making  evaluation. 

For  example,  application  of  the  survey  portion  of  the  pro- 
gram signal.*?,  unit  personnel  that  the  commanding  officer  is  inter- 
ested in  their  concerns  and  creates  an  informal  and  anonymous  dialogue 
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between  leaders  and  followers.  Personnel  concerns  and  critical 
command  issues  are  communicated  before  serious  manifestation  and 
without  direct  confrontation,  in  a manner  which  maintains  the  author- 
ity relationsliip  necessary  for  proper  military  functioning.  There- 
fore, the  vehicle  is  provided  for  assuring  that  Marine  Corps 
policies  and  individual  rights  are  not  violated,  at  the  same  time 
avoiding  the  erosion  of  command  hierarchy  which  may  result  from 
formal  unionization  of  the  military. 

The  information  produced  by  unit  surveys  also  provides 
realistic  and  relevant  content  for  leadership  discussion  programs. 

No  single  discussion  program  of  general  topics  can  cover  the  variety 
of  factors  which  interplay  to  create  the  unique  condition  of  a 
single  command.  The  results  of  the  LEAP  eliminate  the  need  for 
static  and  contrived  leadership  discussion  material,  since  command- 
ers can  tailor  their  ovm  program  to  meet  the  particular  needs  of 
the  unit.  Moreover,  the  leader  is  able  to  acquire  the  facts  about 
critical  unit  issues  prior  to  topic  interchange  in  preparation  for 
dealing  with  volatile  concerns  which  may  arise  during  discussion. 

Large  scale,  centrally  organized  survey  methods  used  to 
produce  general  discussion  topics  may  no  longer  be  necessary.  The 
commander's  authority  need  not  be  usurped  by  centrally  oriented 
surveys  which  are  not  only  expensive  and  disruptive  of  command 
functions,  but  which  may  lack  credibility  due  to  the  response  bias 
produced  by  the  absence  of  anonymity.  Credibility  is  gained  when 
enforced  compliance  is  .avoided  and  leaders  are  persuaded,  through 
direct  and  expeditious  personal  benefit, to  invest  their  time  and 
effort  in  a personnel  program. 

The  rationale  behind  the  LEAP  is  that  leadership  responsi- 
bility, like  achievement,  is  acquired,  not  merely  delegated.  By 
providing  the  equipment  for  self-development  which  proves  profitable 
to  the  leader  according  to  his  or  her  own  situation,  voluntary  im- 
plementation will  be  a consequence.  The  administrative  burden  and 
rigidity  imposed  by  a mandatory  program  is  thus  romovod. 

The  LEAP  strategy  represents  a persuasive  rather  than  a 
dogmatic  approach.  The  decision  to  retain  the  anonymous  and  volun- 
tary nature  of  the  program  therefore  must  be  affirmed.  Misuse  of 
the  LEAP  data  would  not  only  be  in  violation  of  a Marine  Corps 
directive  and  a National  statute  (Privacy  Act),  but  the  validity  of 
cross-unit  comparisons  is  precluded,  due  to  differences  in  unit  com- 
position, mission,  and  situation.  Forced  comparisons  beyond  the 
level  for  which  the  program  is  designed  would  also  generate  data  of 
.dubious  value,  since  the  desire  to  present  a positive  command  image 
may  supercede  any  interest  in  accurately  recording  problem  areas. 

Furthermore,  the  primary  objective  of  the  LEAP  is  to  provide 
company  level  commanders  with  an  aid  to  lighten  the  leadership 
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burden,  not  to  increase  it.  Formalized  mandatory  application  would 
contradict  the  purpose  and  destroy  the  basic  value  of  the  program. 
Flexibility  of  application  on  the  part  of  the  commanding  o<^ficer  is 
essential  for  useful  and  valid  data  return. 

The  LEAP  has  been  built  gradually  with  a strong  foundation 
being  established  and  with  careful  planning  by  all  those  involved  in 
supporting  and  introducing  the  program  to  the  Marine  Corps.  This 
effort  has  been  justified  by  the  success  of  the  initial  field  test. 


Future  Developments 


Several  tasks  are  planned  for  the  second  phase  of  LEAP 
implementation.  The  tasks  described  below  represent  a 10. S month 
project  scheduled  for  completion  in  January  1978, 


Introduce  the  LEAP  to  Commands  at  Primary  Marine  Corps  Installations 

■ Company,  battery,  and  squadron  commanders  at  designated 
installations  will  be  briefed  regarding  the  application  and  function 
of  the  LEAP.  Advisory  assistance  will  be  provided  for  administra- 
tion of  the  program  including  response  to  inquiries  about  research 
design  and  special  unit  conditions.  In  addition,  a user's  manual 
with  programmed  instructions  for  administering  the  LEAP  will  be  pro- 
vided to  all  reporting  units. 


Install  LEAP  Computer  Program  Capability  at  Appropriate  Automated 
Data  Pro^ssing  Centers 


The  most  efficient  and  economical  approach  toward  processing 
LEAP  questionnaire  data  involves  the  use  of  available  computer 
services.  During  visits  to  primary  installations,  computer  program 
capability  will  bo  installed  at  base  automated  service  centers  for 
access  by  all  commands.  A procedure  will  also  be  established  for 
providing  assistance  to  satellite  Installations  with  no  available 
data  processing  centers.  A two-day  turnaround  time  for  processing 
command  data  is  anticipated. 


Establish  the  LEAP  Network  Monitor  Svstem 


When  dealing  with  complex  leader.ship  issues  at  the  small 
unit  level,  there  are  no  easy  answers,  and  solutions  usually  require 
a collective  effort.  Therefore,  the  major  drawback  with  a decen- 
tralized, self-development  program  such  as  the  LEAP  is  the  absence 
of  storage  and  communication  capability  between  commands  utilizing 
the  program. 
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To  overcome  this  deficiency  the  Network  Monitor  System  (NMS) 
has  been  conceptualized  to  function  as  an  information  storage  and 
retrieval  data  bank.  The  NMS  is  a contingency  for  overcoming  the 
problem  of  cross-communcation  between  commands  while  maintaining 
unit  anonymity.  Figure  1 shows  an  example  of  how  the  NMS  will  oper- 
ate. 


Figure  L 


Input  data  will  be  recorded  in  the  form  of  results  obtained 
and  solutions  discovered  by  unit  commanders.  The  output  will  be 
given  in  terms  of  decision  probability  for  direct  Inquiries  which 
outline  problems  encountered  in  the  field  in  consideration  of  unit 
composition,  location,  mission,  and  situation. 

For  example,  in  Figure  1 the  commander  of  Co.  A in  WESTPAC 
encounters  problem  (X)  and  counteracts  with  decisions  (A),  (B),  and 
(C)  to  correct  the  situation.  He  discovers  decision  (B)  to  effect 
the  best  solution  and  communicates  the  results  to  the  data  bank. 
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Co.  A comm.'inder  in  LANT  encounters  the  same  problem  and 
queries  the  bank,  for  a recommended  course  o.f  action.  The  bank,  in 
consideration  of  the  mission,  composition,  and  situation  provides 
Co.  A LANT  with  the  probability  of  success  of  various  solutions  to 
the  problem,  ba.sed  on  actual  or  empirical  results. 

In  this  manner,  an  historical  record  of  cause  and  effect  is 
maintained,  and  unit  commanders  have  a common  source  of  reference  to 
share  solutions  to  common  leadership  problems.  Information  may  be 
requested  directly  from  the  NMS  file,  or  provided  through  periodic 
publication  outlining  issues  uncovered,  results  of  various  counter- 
action measures,  solutions  discovered,  and  findings  of  research  and 
evaluation  projects.  Command  confidentiality  can  be  maintained 
through  newsletter  response  to  anonymous  inquiries. 

The  NMS  will  also  provide  information  on  a large  scale  for 
policy  decisions  at  higher  levels  of  command  to  influence  conditions 
beyond  the  control  of  company  level  commanders. 

Finally,  the  system  can  be  used  as  a training  model  at 
formal  schools  to  give  Marine  officers  an  opportunity  to  respond  to 
actual  personnel  situations  and  receive  the  docision''making  feed- 
back experience  prior  to  command  assignment.  The  model  will  oper- 
ate similar  to  the  tactical  decision-theory  systems  now  in  opera- 
tional use  in  the  Corps. 


Revalidate  Interaction  Inventory  and  Develop  Additional  Leadership 
Survey  Instruments 

In  the  normal  course  of  events,  many  of  the  conditions  which 
represent  a particular  leadership  domain  may  vary  with  changes  in 
National  emphasis,  historical  conditions,  or  population  patterns. 
Therefore,  in  order  to  assure  currency  of  a motivational  assessment 
instrument,  it  is  necessary  to  revalidate  the  scales  through  con- 
tinuous factor  analyses  procedures.  This  process  updates  the  instru- 
ment and  avoids  concentration  on  obsolete  issues  or  on  those  condi- 
tions which  have  been  satisfactorily  resolved  by  policy  modifications. 

Moreover,  in  response  to  recommendations  calling  for 
emphasis  on  unique  command  conditions  and  on  specific  leadership 
issues,  additional  survey  scales  will  be  developed  based  on  empiri- 
cal findings,  particular  needs  of  commanders,  and  on  reponses  by 
unit  personnel.  Additional  scales  will  function  as  an  adjunct  to 
the  present  Interaction  Inventory  and  will  be  used  to  explore  various 
contemporary  aspects  of  command  leadership  motivation  and  organiza- 
tional development.  The  commanding  officer  will  have  the  latitude 
to  investigate  those  issues  considered  most  appropriate  for  his 
unit . 
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The  overall  purpose  of  this  task  is  to  keep  current  material 
for  continued  measurement  of  prevailing  leadership  issues,  while 
providing  contingencies  for  the  exuminiation  of  temporal  trends  and 
emergent  issues . 


Establish  Official  Sanctions  for  the  Use  and  Misuse  of  the  LEAP 

The  importance  of  maintaining  the  anonymous  and  voluntary 
strategy  of  the  LEAP  is  recognized  by  Marine  Corps  officials  respon- 
sible for  promulgating  doctrine  regarding  application  of  the  pro- 
gram. IHsuse  would  benefit  no  one;  proper  application  would  provide 
leadv--  rlx.  5 support  and  information  hitherto  unavailable.  Therefore, 
offiCi'j  standards  of  LEAP  administration  will  be  specifically  out- 
lined by  CMC  and  disseminated  to  all  commanders  prior  to  program 
implementation, 
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APPENDIX  A 


Statements  by  Commanding  Officers 
Involved  in  the  LEAP  Pilot  Study 


Statements  by  Conunandinj?  Officers 
Involved  in  the  LEAP  Pilot  Study 


Tl^e  following  statements  by  commanding  officers  involved  in 
the  LEAP  pilot  study  were  officially  recorded  and  judged  collectively 
as  supporting  further  implementation  of  the  program.  Commanding 
officers  were  requested  to  evaluate  the  program  according  to  their 
own  interests,  and  to  determine  if  results  justified  further  applica- 
tion. No  other  guidance  was  given  regarding  the  nature  and  content 
of  statements. 

In  consideration  of  the  confidential  nature  of  these  state- 
ments, no  names  or  command  designations  will  bo  presented  here. 


Major,  USMG; 


1.  Having  been  a Commanding  Officer  for  the  past  31  months 
of  an  OCS  Company,  Separate  Company,  FMP,  and  atflli  Company,  FMF, 

I have  experienced  a lot  of  different  leadership  problems  in  my 
commands.  I have  often  searched  for  a tool  or  vehicle  to  find  out 
where  the  emphasis  should  be  put.  I even  conducted  my  own  local 
survey  in  ■■  as  related  to  morale,  etc.  I feel  very  strongly  that 
LEAP  is  an  outstanding  means  easily  available  to  a Company  Commander 
to  get  this  data  from  his  troops.  Properly  timed  and  administered 
this  could  be  a definite  asset  to  commanders  in  these  fluid  times. 

2.  I hope  we  adopt  this  program  as  I think  it  will  help  us 
cut  off  a lot  of  problems  "at  the  pass." 


Major,  USMC: 


1.  The  LEAP  questionnaire  has  been  presented  to  members  of 
this  command  by  Mr.  Thomas  D.  AFFOURTIT.  Mr.  AFFOlIRTIT  has  presented 
the  results  of  the  analysis  to  me  and  has  explained  how  they  can  be 
interpreted  best. 

2.  An  initial  review  of  the  results  indicated  that  the 
analysis  should  be  of  use  to  me  as  a Commander.  My  troops  responded 
to  the  analysis  with  enthusiasm  and  niunerous  comments  were  provided 
about  how  they  feel  about  our  Company. 

3.  Mr.  AFFOURTIT  has  been  cooperative  and  helpful  during  this 
analysis  and  I feel  he  genuinely  hopes  that  the  LEAP  can  be  of  assis- 
tance to  the  Marine  Corps  in  the  future. 
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Major,  U5MCR: 


I believe  in  what  you  are  trying  to  accompl isli . I like 
your  program,  It  was  very  well  received  by  the  participants.  The 
results  of  the  first  survey  give  us  a benchmark  with  which  to  com- 
pare our  progress  in  the  areas  of  command  preparedness,  command 
equality,  etc.  They  also  show  us,  specifically,  the  areas  needing 
our  attention.  We  look  forward  to  administering  the  Inventory 
again,  in  the  near  future.  Thank  you. 


Captain.  USMC: 

1.  On  IS  Nov  1976  a LEAP  Interaction  Inventory  was  con- 
ducted involving  ■■  Battery.  The  results  were  briefed  to 
me  on  12  Jan  1977.  The  system  appears  to  be  extremely  effective 
as  a leadership  tool.  ITie  analysis  of  my  unit  appeared  to 
be  fairly  close  to  actual  circumstances  involving  leadership 
areas . 


2.  The  system  can  only  be  truly  evaluated  with  another 
inventory  so  that  a comparison  can  be  made  between  the  two  inventories. 
It  would  also  allow  the  unit  to  see  if  any  improvement  was  made  in 
certain  areas  due  to  the  first  inventory. 

3.  It  would  be  my  recommendation  that  the  system  be  further 
evaluated  with  at  least  one  more  inventory  conducted  on  each 
participating  unit. 


C aptain,  USMC; 

1.  I strongly  agree  with  the  Leadership  Evaluation  and 
Analysis  Program  CLEAP)  for  identifying  and  correcting  leadership 
problems  at  the  Company  level. 

2.  Decision  Feedback  is  essential.  Comparison  of  results 
is  the  only  useful  way  to  apply  the  program.  One  time  evaluation 
of  command  leadership  is  not  as  useful. 

3.  Anonymity  must  be  .stressed  when  using  the  program.  Once 
a leadership  problem  is  identified  through  the  LEAP,  the  commanding 
officer  must  bo  allowed  the  latitude  to  rectify  the  situation. 

4.  I recommend  that  the  commanding  officer  have  the 
authority  to  take  the  results  of  the  LEAP  survey  up  the  chain  of 
command  so  that  higher  echelon  can  analyze  the  similarities  between 
units  for  broader  policy  decisions.  This  can  be  accomplished  by 
company  level  commanders  comparing  results  and  collectively  making 
recommendations . 
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5.  I strongly  recommend  that  a similar  survey  questionnaire 
be  applied  to  urdt  leaders  at  various  levels  such  as  company  and 
battalion  commanders.  This  approach  would  provide  a group  response 
to  the  Division  commanders  to  determine  trends  in  the  Marine  Corps. 


Captain.  USMC ^ 

1.  On  16  November  1976,  this  unit  participated  in  the 
evaluation  of  the  LEAP  program  under  consideration  by  the  Marine 
Corps  for  implementation. 

2.  Subsequent  contacts  with  Mr.  AFFOlIRTIT  and  his  explana- 
tion of  administration  of  the  program  led  me  to  request  two  additional 
breakdowns  and  compilation  of  the  data  he  received. 

3.  These  data  when  returned  were  fantastic;  not.  only  did  they 
corroborate  my  own  feelings  on  a number  of  problem  areas,  they  also 
helped  pinpoint  the  exact  location  and  indicated  the  most  probable 
areas . 


4.  It  is  my  own  personal  feeling  that  this  program,  as 
presented,  is  an  extremely  versatile  and  marvelously  efficient  tool, 
and  could  bo  of  inestimable  benefit  to  the  Marine  Corps  in  general 
and  to  any  Company  Commander  in  specific. 


Captain.  USMC : 


1 . Our  command  took  part  in  the  LEAP  program  during 
November  1976  and  received  feedback  information  in  January  1977.  I 
feel  that  the  program  will  be  brneficial  to  myself  and  other  leaders 
of  the  command  in  correcting  areas  we  feel  we  need  work  on. 

2.  I think  the  program  is  simple  enough  to  be  effectively 
used  on  a company  level  and  I intend  to  use  the  Inventory  in  the 
future  to  gauge  the  effectiveness  of  some  of  our  new  programs  and 
policies . 


Captain,  USMC: 

1.  The  program  is  founded  on  a valid  promise,  however  the 
Interaction  Inventory  appears  to  be  racial  in  orientation  as  opposed 
to  leadership.  An  inordinate  number  of  questions,  regai'dless  of 
positive  or  negative  phrasing  connoted  race  or  racial  affiliation. 

2.  The  statistical  data  provided  by  the  survey  will  give 
this  unit  a reference  point  to  gauge  its  "command  performance." 
Follow-on  surveys  will  provide  the  yardstick.  In  that  the  program 
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is  designed  to  aid  and  provide  unit  commanders  a tool  with  which  to 
base  interunit  training  and  education  programs,  no  one  survey  can  be 
generated  to  provide  a norm  for  all  units. 

3.  Problems  encountered  and  their  solutions  can  be  cate- 
gorized and  made  available  to  commanders  experiencing  a similar 
problem  area  as  a possible  solution. 

Recommendations . Reorient  the  survey  to  leadership 
devoid  of  racial  overtones  and  consistent  with  Marine  Corps  leader- 
ship policies. 


Captain.  USMC: 

1.  The  Leadership  Evaluation  and  Analysis  Program  is  a 
highly  regarded  tool  usable  toward  the  improvement  of  the  leadership 
in  this  and  any  command.  It  is  of  immeasurable  service  to  the 
commanding  officer  of  any  unit;  and  the  indicators  are  applicable 
and  serviceable  even  at  the  section/platoon  level  in  showing  the 
strong  and  weak  characteristics  of  the  leadership  provided. 

2.  This  program  allows  the  Marine  to  be  quite  candid  in 
his  personal  evaluation  and  observation  of  the  effectiveness,  fair- 
ness and  credibility  of  his  superiors.  LEAP  is  designed  to  allow 
for  the  introduction  of  new  survey  areas  into  each  interaction 
inventory,  thereby  providing  indicators  on  any  given  phase  of 
leadership,  which  would  suggest  the  specific  improvements  which 
would  or  should  be  implemented. 

3.  It  is  believed  that  this  program,  if  properly  imple- 
mented, could  supercede  many  of  the  present  programs  used  by  the 
Marine  Corp.s  to  accomplish  much  the  same  goals.  Specifically,  the 
Marine  Corps  Human  Relations  Program,  though  having  noble  intentions, 
deals  almost  exclusively  with  racial  interaction.  This  program 
could  also  eliminate  other  recurring  reports  on  such  areas  as 
unauthorized  absence,  disciplinary  action,  drug  and  alcohol  abuso, 
and  perhaps  even  career  planning  and  education  reports.  This  would 
reduce  greatly  the  amount  of  paperwork  and  lost  man-hours  caused  by 
these  various  reports  of  statistical  data. 

4.  Enclosure  (1)  is  submitted  as  requested. 


Captain,  USMC: 

1.  This  command  participated  in  the  LEAP  on  18  November 
1976,  with  approximately  60%  of  the  chargeable  strength  on  board. 
Results  of  the  analysis  were  provided  to  this  command  during  the  sec- 
ond week  of  January,  1977.  The  following  general  comments  are 
provided: 
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a.  The  overall  program  is  worthwhile  and  should  be 
retained.  Modifications  are  needed,  however. 

b.  Use  of  the  Interaction  Inventory  will  be  of  the 
most  interest  and  use  to  individual  Commanding  Officers.  However, 
to  get  the  most  out  of  the  results  of  the  inventory,  it  will  be 
necessary  to  become  intimately  familiar  with  the  various  forms, 
computations,  procedures,  and  interrelationships  between  categories. 

c.  The  value  of  the  Leadership  Analysis  Forms  CbAF)  #1 
and  #2  is  questionable.  Information  is  readily  available  and 
should  be  well  known  to  each  Commanding  Officer.  Absence  of  stan- 
dardized "acceptable"  weighting  systems  (agreeable  to  all  CO's)  for 
both  inter-  and  intra-category  scores  renders  the  resulting  numbers 
quite  useless  for  any  purpose  other  than  the  most  basic  period-to- 
period  comparisons.  The  urge  to  compare  resulting  numbers  (scores) 
between  units  is  overwhelming  and  possibly  quite  misleading.  The 
threat  of  higher  command  level  comparisons  between  subordinate 
commands  is  real  and  cannot  be  forgotten. 


Captain,  USMC; 

1.  The  survey  was  informative  and  has  some  potential 

value. 


2.  However,  there  are  numerous  and  vastly  more  important 
areas  in  which  funding  could  be  used.  I feel  the  LEAP  program 
rates  rather  low  on  priorities. 


Captain,  USMC; 

1.  On  17  November  1976,  77  Marines  of  this  company  were 
administered  the  LEAP  Interaction  Inventory.  The  number  of  Marines 
participating  represented  50.6%  of  the  company's  on  hand  strength. 

2.  On  14  January  1977,  the  results  of  the  inventory  were 
returned  along  with  a debrief.  Further  review  of  the  inventory 
results  have  lead  to  the  following  conclusions: 

a.  LEAP  offers  an  interesting  means  with  which  a com- 
mander may  obtain  some  insight  into  the  needs  of  his  command  and  the 
effectiveness  of  his  programs. 

b.  In  reviewing  the  results  of  the  LEAP  inventory  it 
is  felt  that  some  efforts  need  to  be  made  to  render  the  results 
more  discernible.  A suggestion  would  be  to  report  results  graphi- 
cally viz.,  in  percentiles . Additionally,  although  it  is  recognized 
that  the  goal  of  this  program  is  not  to  compete  units  with  one 
another,  establishment  of  norms  would  be  beneficial  in  interpreting 
performance. 
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c.  In  general,  it  is  felt  that  while  LEAP  does  provide 
some  interesting  information,  the  value  of  such  a program  on  a 
continuing  basis,  funded  by  HQMC,  is  questionable.  This  conclusion 
is  based  on  the  belief  that  as  a tool  of  the  small  unit  commander, 
LEAP  should  not  tell  him  anything  he  doesn't  already  know.  At  the 
same  time,  directed  for  use/monitored  at  the  Battalion,  Regiment 
or  Division  level,  LEAP  has  the  potential  of  increasing  the  admini- 
strative burden/down  time  of  the  small  unit. 

3.  In  summary,  while  LEAP  offers  some  interesting  possi- 
bilities, its  overall  value  is  considered  questionable. 


Captain,  USMC: 


1.  It  is  my  opinion  that  LEAP  may  be  a valuable  tool  to  a 
unit  commander  like  myself  as  he  goes  about  the  business  of  deter- 
mining what  the  morale,  discipline,  proficiency  and  esprit  de  Corps 
of  his  unit  is.  In  my  case  it  confirmed  my  suspicions  on  several 
subjects;  unfortunately,  there  has  been  little  that  I have  been  able 
or  clover  enough  to  do  to  correct  problems  identified  by  the  results 
of  the  inventory, 

I refer  to  the  fact  that  I am  in  a unit  that  is  about 
to  deploy  to  "the  Med.";  therefore,  I have  little  control  over 
how  my  unit  is  employed.  Additionally,  as  you  well  know  an  ■■ 
company  is,  by  its  very  nature,  a fragmented  unit  with  loyalties 
spread  among  sections  rather  than  the  company  itself. 

My  point  Js  this;  you  have  assured  me  to  some  degree 
that  the  results  of  any  questionnaire  will  not  be  used  by  higher 
headquarters  to  evaluate  a subordinate  commander,  I still  fear 
that  the  program  could  at  some  future  time  be  changed,  and  it  would 
be  used  as  a form  of  evaluation  of  commany  commanders.  At  one  time 
in  my  career  as  a Marine  I was  a drill  instructor.  My  experience 
in  that  job  was  that  drill  instructors  were  evaluated  largely  on 
the  numerical  percentage  produced  by  their  platoons  during  final 
events.  Of  course  that  should  be  a part  of  the  evaluation--a 
large  part--but  the  "whole  man"  concept  was  not  used.  The  result, 
in  my  opinion,  was  widespread  cheating  and  other  improper  actions 
on  the  part  of  drill  instructors  to  produce  the  "right"  numbers. 

My  experience  in  that  situation  may  have  made  me  a little  paranoid 
about  some  forms  of  evaluation,  but  that  is  why  I am  suspicious. 

2.  I also  think  that  many  unit  commanders  in  FMF  units  are 
going  to  be  so  busy  just  trying  to  meet  their  many  commitments 
that  they  are  not  going  to  be  enthusiastic  about  one  more  thing  to 
accomplish.  To  me  that  means  that  if  LEAP  is  adopted  it  will  ulti- 
mately be  forced  on  us  to  justify  its  presence.  If  it  turns  out  I 
am  correct,  LEAP  will  be  received  with  hostility.  My  thinking  may 
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be  regarded  as  primitive  by  those  Marines  who  are  not  in  the  trenches, 
and  it  my  not  be  shared  by  other  Marines  who  are  not  as  far  removed 
from  my  situation  as  those  at  HQMC,  but  that  is  how  I feel. 

3,  I will  attempt  to  summarize.  I can  see  positive  aspects 
to  LEAP,  but  I can  also  see  potential  for  abuse,  I also  see  poten- 
tial for  misunderstanding  among  all  Marines  about  what  is  intended 
to  be  accomplished. 

Junior  Marines  will  expect  rapid  change  after  a LEAP 
inventory  (maybe  that  is  good),  but  if  that  change  can't  happen  be- 
cause of  unit  commitments  or  other  circumstances  beyond  the  control 
of  a company  commander,  LEAP  will  be  perceived  as  just  so  much  bull 
on  the  part  of  the  troops. 

4.  I am  not  enthusiastic  about  LEAP.  I believe  we  can 
accomplish  what  we  must  accomplish  without  it. 


Captain,  USMC; 

1,  The  LEAP  appears  to  be  useful  as  a management  tool  as 
long  as  it  is  used  by  the  CO  of  the  unit  screened. 

2,  I would  like  to  have  a second  survey  conducted  to  see 
how  it  measures  change.  The  one  time  survey  was  good,  but  change 
in  perceptions  were  not,  of  course,  reflected. 

3,  A faster  return  on  the  results  would  be  bettor,  The 
troops  and  officers  wanted  to  see  the  results  right  away. 

4,  In  summary,  I am  enthusiastic  about  the  LEAP  as  long  as 
it  is  not  used  by  higher  authority  to  measure  units  against  each 
other. 
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Response  to  the  Concern  Over  the 
Misuse  of  LEAP  Data 


The  Issue  of  data  availability  and  potential  misuse  of  the 
LEAP  has  been  a common  concern  of  Marine  officers  when  introduced  to 
the  program.  This  issue  is  addressed  extensively  here  in  an  effort 
to  allay  such  anxiety  and  to  avoid  future  controversy. 


Performance  Measures 


With  regard  to  the  LEAP  performance  measures,  the  Leadership 
Analysis  Form  (LAF)  was  designed  as  an  internal  management  technique 
which  provides  the  company  level  commander  with  one  approach  toward 
systematizing  performance  data  for  the  purpose  of  tracking  signifi- 
cant trends  over  periods  and  during  situational  changes.  Several 
performance  categories  are  provided  in  the  LEAP  Manual  for  considera 
tion,  the  use  of  which  depends  on  the  unit  commander's  inclination. 
As  an  internal  management  technique,  the  LAP  offers  several  options 
which  may  be  disregarded  or  Improved  upon  by  the  commander.  Criti- 
cal indices  may  be  emphasized,  individual  performance  categories 
may  be  considered  equal  or  weighted  accordingly,  or  a number  of  per- 
formance categories  may  be  tabulated  together  producing  an  aggregate 
score  to  facilitate  comparison  over  time.  For  example,  a commander 
may  decide  to  analyze  UA's  according  to  type  or  nature  Cabsent  from 
area,  late  for  muster,  or  missing  from  duty  assignment).  Predomi- 
nance of  one  type  or  a fluxuation  in  number  during  situational 
changes  gives  the  leader  additional  insight  into  a problem  with 
which  to  seek  more  viable  solutions. 

The  LAF  was  designed  for  flexibility  of  application  to  meet 
specific  unit  demands.  As  such,  singular  or  aggregate  scores  have 
no  comparative  validity  across  commands,  again  due  to  varying  unit 
conditions,  composition,  duty  commitments,  etc.,  as  well  as  the 
generic  differences  which  make  up  an  aggregate  or  summary  score. 

As  pointed  out  in  the  LEAP  Manual,  it  is  virtually  impossible  to  de- 
termine the  importance  of  one  ethnic  incident  against  a number  of 
UA's  or  drug  abuses,  for  example. 

All  the  performance  categories  recommended  as  LAF  indices 
(UA/desertion,  disciplinary  action,  drug/alcohol  abuse,  marksman- 
ship, etc.)  are  presently  tabulated  and  available  to  senior  officers 
in  the  form  of  daily,  weekly,  or  monthly  reports  and  recorded  at 
battalion,  regiment,  and  division  level.  Leadership  in  the  Marine 
•Corps  has  traditionally  been  judged  on  the  basis  of  command  perform- 
ance. Tabulation  and  recording  of  performance  statistics  therefore 
represents  no  alteration  in  Marine  Corps  policy.  Senior  officers 
also  consider  the  many  individual  factors  which  influence  command 
performance,  such  as  varying  conmitments , periods  of  deployment. 


individual  mission  requirements,  command  composition,  etc.  Leader- 
ship then  is  judged,  and  fitness  report  entries  are  made  on  the 
basis  of  collective  or  aggregate  performance  measures,  subjectively 
or  objectively  derived,  with  emphasis  on  one  type  of  performance,  or 
in  consideration  of  specific  indices  weighted  according  to  level  of 
importance.  Which  criterion  is  used  in  the  prerogative  of  the 
senior  officer. 

The  LAP  therefore  produces  information  which  is  not  differ- 
ent from  what  is  already  known  and  its  use  is  optional  since  the 
program  is  not  mandatory. 


Motivational  Measures 


The  second  component  of  the  LEAP,  the  Interaction  Inventory, 
was  developed  as  a motivational  measuring  instrument  which  provides 
some  Insight  into  the  particular  conditions  which  may  influence 
command  performance.  Like  the  LAP,  its  purpose  as  an  information  or 
intelligence-gathering  device  is  to  systematically  identify  areas 
of  concern  which  can  be  used  by  the  unit  commander  to  define  goals 
and  objectives  aimed  at  improving  performance.  Whether  or  not  the 
information  produced  by  the  Inventory  represents  a threat  to  company 
commanders  must  be  considered  in  light  of  a realistic  context,  a.sd 
the  value  of  the  information  gained  must  be  weighed  against  any 
potential  drawback. 

First,  the  primary  concern  of  any  senior  officer  must  be 
with  the  combat  readiness  and  effectiveness  of  a unit  in  terms  of 
performance  evaluation.  Emphasis  on  the  collective  satisfaction 
of  a command  in  lieu  of  performance  would  cast  doubt  on  the  judgment 
as  well  as  the  competence  of  a senior  officer.  Further,  administra- 
tion and  response  to  the  questionnaire  by  personnel  is,  by  law, 
voluntary  and  confidential.  Release  of  such  information  once  ob- 
tained at  one  level  is  governed  by  the  Privacy  Act.  It  is  unlikely 
that  a senior  officer  would  jepoardize  his  career  by  disregarding  a 
Marine  Corps  directive  and  a National  statute  in  order  to  obtain 
such  information  just  for  the  purpose  of  considering  perceptual  data 
over  unit  performance. 

The  Marine  Corps  has  always  been  tolerant  of  differing 
styles  of  leadership  as  long  as  the  job  is  accomplished  and  the 
rights  accorded  personnel  are  not  violated.  Some  leaders  stres.s 
more  centralized  control,  an  autocratic  leadership/management 
approach,  while  others  emphasize  subunit  autonomy  and  participatory 
decision-making.  Marine  Corps  leaders  must,  to  some  degree,  adapt 
their  style  according  to  the  group,  the  situation^  and  the  mission. 
Which  style  of  approach  is  best,  given  the  character  of  the  leader 
interacting  with  all  the  other  variables,  can  only  be  measured 
pragmatically  in  terms  of  performance  or  objective  combat  readiness 
data. 
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Regardless  of  individual  leadership  style,  information 
concerning  personnel  perceptions  can  be  beneficial  to  a leader  in 
understanding,  controlling,  and  influencing  the  command.  Leaders 
are  required  in  principle  to  know  their  personnel.  Whether  they 
obtain  such  knowledge  intuitively,  receive  information  from  SNCO's, 
listen  to  those  whose  judgment  seems  sound,  personally  inverview 
each  Marine  In  the  command,  or  administer  a motivational  question- 
naire is  the  prerogative  of  the  leader.  The  LEAP  Interaction 
Inventory  is  only  one  approach  which  can  be  used  to  elicit  consensus 
or  subgroup  judgment  tc  a number  of  command-related  motivational 
issues.  The  instrument  may  be  used  on  a regular  basis  as  a 
temporal  gauge  or  to  augment  other  informat lon-gathering  methods. 

Marines  have  traditionally  been  permitted  and  encouraged  to 
voice  their  opinion  about  conditions  in  an  informal  and  formal 
manner  (e.g.,  I.G.  and  request  mast).  The  Interaction  Inventory 
gives  the  leader  an  option  to  ascertain  the  collective  impression  of 
unit  personnel  and  to  investigate  a condition  informally  before  it 
reaches  critical  proportions.  The  Instrument  can  be  used  as  a gauge 
to  track  motivational  factors  and  determine  particular  trends  which 
lead  to  good  or  poor  performance.  Used  properly,  the  questionnaire 
can  also  identify  causes  for  differences  in  subunit  performance. 

For  example,  the  commander  may  desire  to  analyze  more  specifically 
some  of  the  intrinsic  reasons  for  UA  rates  within  various  duty 
sections.  The  leader  can  also  track  new  arrivals  to  the  command  to 
determine  the  nature  of  any  motivational  change  over  time  in  the  unit 
in  an  effort  to  influence  those  conditions  which  produce  the  change. 
Determination  of  differences  between  rank  and  ethnic  group  as  a 
measure  of  unit  disparity  is  also  possible. 

Insofar  as  cross-comparison  of  survey  results  is  concerned, 
such  an  analysis  would  lose  meaning  as  well  as  validity  for  the 
reasons  already  cited  above  under  Performance  Measures.  The  instru- 
ment was  designed  solely  to  facilitate  internal  management  and 
decision-making  in  rapidly  changing  environments  and  under  diverse 
condition?  at  the  company,  battery,  and  squadron  level. 

Finally,  the  LEAP  method  is  not  a novel  approach.  There  are 
presently  available  a number  of  organizational  development-type 
programs  featuring  variations  in  survey  technique  for  use  in  largo 
industrial  settings,  governmental  organizations,  and  small  unit 
operations.  There  are  no  restrictions  against  the  use  by  commanders 
at  any  level  of  any  program  in  the  management/OD  inventory.  The 
LEAP  Interaction  Inventory  is  one  method  available  to  Marine  officers 
which  offers  Marine  Corps  standards  and  which  is  based  on  Marine 
Corps  issues  In  the  language  by  which  Marines  usually  communicate. 
Like  other  OD  programs  available,  the  LEAP  survey  is  a practical  way 
of  establishing  leadership/managoment  objectives. 
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Inventory  Topics 


Another  concern  voiced  by  some  commanders  pertained  to  the 
possibility  that  the  issues  covered  by  the  questionnaire  may  stimu- 
late a reaction  by  Marines,  producing  a situation  which  is  otherwise 
dormant.  The  particular  concern  was  over  ethnic  issues  about  which 
the  Marine  Corps  has  experienced  considerable  difficulty  in  the  past. 
This  same  question  has  been  raised  previously  with  similar  programs, 
and  there  are  scores  of  studies  Indicating  that  a negative  reaction 
is  not  the  case.  If  a questionnaire  item  can  trigger  an  incident, 
then  the  situation  is  volatile  enough  to  be  set  off  by  any  number  of 
stimuli,  such  as  a newspaper  article,  a movie,  or  a similar  state- 
ment made  by  any  member  of  the  unit.  The  same  concern  can  be  made 
for  leadership/human  relations  discussion  meetings.  In  fact, 
anonymous  questionnaire  response  may  be  less  provocative  than  direct 
group  confrontation.  The  information  gained  by  Inventory  responses 
allows  the  commander  to  verify  the  authenticity  of  a perceived 
condition  and  to  acquire  the  facts  before  confronting  the  unit. 

Group  discussion  meetings  can  be  conducted  with  more  assurance  when 
vital  Issues  are  identified  and  prepared  for. 

The  survey  method  usually  functions  as  a release  for  those 
who  harbor  resentment  and  wish  to  express  their  feelings  in  the  hope 
that  something  can  be  done  to  clarify  or  correct  the  situation. 

The  information  derived  also  functions  as  a warning  signal  which 
enables  the  leader  to  predict  and  intervene  to  avoid  a potential 
reaction  such  as  an  ethnic  confrontation.  This  method  is  an  alterna- 
tive to  management  by  crisis,  a condition  which  relegates  leadership 
to  reparations  and  excuse-making. 

Summary 


In  summary,  in  response  to  the  concern  that  the  LEAP  may 
become  a threat  to  the  company  grade  officer,  the  program  does  not 
offer  any  information  on  combat  readiness  which  is  not  already 
available;  survey  results  have  no  comparative  validity  above  the 
company  level;  and  the  procedure  merely  provides  a collective  mea- 
sure of  personnel  concerns,  different  from  usual  options  only  in 
method.  The  purpose  of  the  program  is  to  provide  an  aid  to  the 
company  grade  officer  which  makes  minimal  demands  on  his  time  and 
offers  him  information  which  can  be  traslated  into  solutions, 
thereby  justifying  the  time  and  effort  expended  to  apply  the  program. 

The  issue  regarding  the  LEAP  is  strictly  pragmatic.  There 
are  no  theoretical  or  philosophical  concepts  to  accept  or  arbitrate, 
only  practical  questions  concerning  whether  or  not  the  program  works 
in  a realistic  situation  and  whether  the  program  is  cost-effective 
in  terms  of  the  time,  effort,  and  expense  involved.  If  the  Marine 
Corps  adopts  and  further  supports  the  program,  it  will  be  because 
company  grade  officers  find  the  method  useful.  It  is  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  developer  to  provide  the  Marine  Corps  with  an 
effective  program  and  to  be  open  to  all  criticisms  and  suggestions 
for  improvement  or  modification. 
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